


Computer Inquiry III - CPNI Safeguard

fa ..,... to .. iadutry chaIIeap, the COIIUIIiuioa...declined to
impoee a prior _ ntle for BOC a«eM to CPNI bee... "no
party sapportifts such a chanse had offered any new arpments
demoftstratiftS that the existins CPNI role should be replaced."

- Docket No. 85-229, Mt''''''''''''''' Opiftion
and Order Oft Further Rtconsidtrtltimr tmd
Second Further Reconsideration, Released
August 1, 1989



Computer Inquiry III - CPNI Safeguard

"The prior authorization role is unnecessary because:

(i) the moet valuable information in marketinS enhanced services Is not
CPNI, but comes directly from the customer, relates to its
infomaation processins needs, and is equally available to both ROCs
and ESPs;

(ii) lIWIy!SPa that perform data processinS possess marketins
information more valuable than CPNI;

(iii) aue•• to CPNI does not MSUre a BOC of sacce••, since the BOC
would be enterin8 any enhanced service market with zero market
share; and

(iv) castomen' know1edse that the enhanced letvices market is
~,petitivewill result in the aI8Iomer contactiDs coapetiDa ESP.,
even if a DOC makes an initial enhanced service solicitation."

- Docket No. 85-229, Mtmortlntlum Ophtion
and Order em Further Reconsideration tmd
Second Further Reconsideration, Released
August 1, 1989



Computer Inquiry III - CPNI Safeguard

• When added to passwordllD and NSOllntesrated split of sales
pellOllftel requirements, a prior authorization requirement would
preclude use of traditional sales (hannels.

• CPNli8ac1ditional iIlformation recently made avaUable. Most ESPs
........ tIM ...at.,.f...havi. ace_ Ie ... i........... iSP
complain. 8ft desi8J'ed to use the ft8Ulatory process to impede
coatpetitiOil.

• TheN an! three reaeons the majority of customers do not respond to
CPNI notifications:

(1) C118IoInen an not coacemecl about BOC enhanced !lerrie.
penonnel acce. to CPNI because they expect the telephone
~panyto have, use and protect the information;

(2) Customers do not Qrt! one way or the other; or

(3) Customers do not understand the ntles.
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CPNI Safeguard Con~lu8ion8

• ..... GIl ca*JIner re8pOft8e and expectation, there .no need to chanse
direction DeW.

• Ch",-, the rules now would be additional disruption of the teIluous
ectUDibri1lDl between euatomer benefit, competitive safesuards and BOC
incelltives to _rYe the mass markets.

• There is nothill8 new in opponents afBUments to Justify changins the
rules.
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